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In 1970, many marine mammal popu-

lations faced numerous threats. The 
Marine Protection Act was very effec-
tive in restoring many marine mam-
mal populations to healthy or historic 
levels. Unfortunately, the act does not 
discriminate between healthy marine 
mammal populations and those still in 
need of rebuilding. Robust populations 
of marine mammals are treated like 
they are on the verge of extinction. 

While the 1994 amendments did not 
address this issue, the Democrat-con-
trolled Congress, specifically those en-
lightened members of the Merchant 
Marines Fisheries Committee, had the 
foresight to understand that the sus-
tainable use of resources and conserva-
tion activities are not mutually exclu-
sive. The committee developed strict 
requirements to ensure the protection 
of polar bear populations in Canada, 
while allowing for the importation of 
sport-hunted polar bear trophies. 

The idea of incentives to give value 
to natural resources was very new at 
the time. A similar program was devel-
oped for African communities to pro-
tect big game resources in Africa using 
the same incentive structure. These 
programs have proven their worth and 
are very successful. 

There will always be a sector of the 
population that believes we should not 
kill anything or eat anything and, in 
fact, we should eat grass. However, we 
need to keep in mind there are still 
areas in the world that rely on the nat-
ural resources around them and still 
subsist on these resources. 

The argument is not that polar bears 
need to be protected due to the effects 
of a warming climate. The argument is 
that certain groups do not like hunt-
ing, regardless of what those are saying 
promoted, and want it stopped. 

The Canadian polar bear populations 
are healthy and well managed. Sport- 
hunting activities provide important 
incentives and support remote Native 
villages and important conservation 
programs in Canada, the U.S., and Rus-
sia. 

Mr. Chairman, I suggest, respect-
fully, go back to the history. This 
saves the polar bear as is in place. This 
amendment will extinguish the polar 
bear. 

For those who don’t know anything 
about the polar bear, and I suggest, re-
spectfully, those two gentlemen that 
introduced this have never seen a polar 
bear in the wild, don’t know anything 
about it, read it in a book. 
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I suggest respectfully that before this 
was in place, in 1994, what was hap-
pening was that the Canadian natives, 
bless their hearts, would hunt polar 
bears. They would kill the sows and the 
cubs but not the boars. The boars 
would kill the cubs so they can breed 
the sows. Our polar bear population 
was going down. Because of our ac-
tions, in fact, the polar bear population 
increased. That is what we were trying 
to do. It was a true conservation meth-

od, a method of science, a method that 
works. 

Mr. Speaker, if this amendment is 
adopted, you can forget your polar 
bears in the wild. They will be extin-
guished. This is a bad amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I thank my 
friend for yielding. 

Just to reiterate, Mr. Chairman, nu-
merous agencies that have looked at 
the science of polar bear management 
in Canada and other places feel that 
the limited permits that are issued for 
this hunting purpose is conducive to 
conservation efforts and habitat pro-
tection up in Canada, especially 
through the indigenous tribes there 
that are issued these permits every 
year. 

The Canadian letter that I just ref-
erenced earlier stated, ‘‘Removal of the 
sports hunting exemption from the Ma-
rine Mammal Protection Act would 
have no impact,’’ no impact, ‘‘on the 
numbers harvested, but would cause 
economic hardship to the Canadian 
northern indigenous communities.’’ 

Again quoting from the letter from 
Canada, ‘‘Any action such as that pro-
posed in the amendment is premature 
and should at least await the outcome 
of the two reviews.’’ The two reviews 
they are referring to is our own Fish 
and Wildlife review and also a Cana-
dian review in regards to the status of 
polar bear populations, those reports 
are going to be coming due some time 
early next year. 

Also, the National Wildlife Federa-
tion, I want to clarify, the National 
Wildlife Federation has not endorsed 
nor opposed Mr. INSLEE’s amendment, 
but they stated in a letter submitted to 
Members of Congress yesterday, ‘‘We 
understand that there may be a debate 
about managing polar bear popu-
lations, which we believe is a distrac-
tion from the real issue of global 
warming.’’ They go on to state that the 
only thing that could adequately pro-
tect the polar bear population is 
prompt action taken on global warm-
ing. 

Mr. Speaker, I would agree with the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. INS-
LEE) on the importance of that issue. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. INSLEE) 
is recognized for 15 seconds. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just like to submit that the day we 
yield to Canadian judgment, we would 
replace baseball with ice hockey. It is 
not the American principle. We have a 
strong Marine Mammal Protection 
Act. It has a clear loophole. We do not 
want the last polar bears to be head 
and skins in dens. We want this species 
to continue. This will do that. Pass 
this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
INSLEE). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Washington will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. UDALL OF 
COLORADO 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. UDALL of 
Colorado 

Page 111, after line 17, insert the following: 
TITLE VI—ADDITIONAL GENERAL 

PROVISIONS 
SEC. 601. None of the funds made available 

by this Act shall be used to prepare or pub-
lish final regulations regarding a commer-
cial leasing program for oil shale resources 
on public lands pursuant to section 369(d) of 
the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (Public Law 
109–58) or to conduct an oil shale lease sale 
pursuant to subsection 369(e) of such Act. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. SNY-
DER). Pursuant to the order of the 
House of Tuesday, June 26, 2007, the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. UDALL) 
and the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
LAMBORN) each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. UDALL). 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, this amendment would bar the In-
terior Department’s Bureau of Land 
Management from issuing any final 
regulations for commercial-scale leas-
ing of oil shale and from offering any 
commercial oil shale leases during fis-
cal year 2008. 

Current law requires BLM to issue 
those regulations, and to move to a 
full-scale commercial leasing program, 
on a crash basis and under a tight 
deadline. 

I think that is a mistake, so I want 
to make it clear I support Chairman 
RAHALL’s bill, H.R. 2337, that would 
change that and other parts of the 2005 
Energy Act. The Natural Resources 
Committee has favorably reported the 
chairman’s bill and it is headed toward 
this very floor. 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
slow the administration down in the 
meantime, in order to give Congress 
time to complete action on that legis-
lation. 

Mr. Chairman, oil shale has great po-
tential as an energy source, and there-
fore it is an important part of our en-
ergy policy. But it is also important to 
American taxpayers, because they own 
most of it. But it is particularly impor-
tant for Colorado. 

Our State has some of the most 
large-scale deposits of oil shale, and 
Coloradans, particularly those on our 
Western Slope, will be directly affected 
by its development. 

Back in 2005, the RAND Corporation 
reported that the potential benefits of 
developing oil shale were significant. 
But they also made it clear that devel-
opment will affect not only our land 
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